WEBSTER TOWN PLANNING BOARD MINUTES

PLACE: Webster Town Board Meeting Room 1002 Ridge Road
TIME: 7:00 p.m.
DATE: | June 2021

PRESENT:

Anthony Casciani, Chairman

Dave Malta, Vice Chairman

Dave Arena, Secretary

Derek Anderson

Derek Meixell

Mark Giardina

John Kosel

Charlie Genese, Attorney

Josh Artuso, Director of Community Development
Katherine Kolich, Recording Secretary

ABSENT:
Raja Sekharan, Attorney

APPEARANCE BEFORE THE BOARD

Summary overview of outcome:

Coastal View Subdivision Section §

Applicant: Lake Landing LL.C

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status: Granted preliminary approval only Conditions: Final will be giving once all
drawings are submitted; Subdivision will be part of the HOA

Amending Coastal View Subdivision-Coastline Properties
Applicant: HOA residents

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status: Tabled to June 15, 2021-need updated plans.

595 County Line Road-Accessory

Applicant: Elizabeth Mason

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status: Granted preliminary and final approval. Accessory structure complies with 225-36
and conforms to use. Condition: for persona use only.
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Kohls & Sephora-signs

Applicant: Rebecca Toombs

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status: Application tabled to June 15,2021. Need to modify plans and board requested no
strips on the sides, no black to be used for top sign; keep white with black lettering.

Jiffy Lube
Applicant: 1161 Ridge Road

Drawing: N/A

Dated: N/A

Revision: N/A

Status: Granted preliminary approval. Conditions: Subject to preliminary and final
drawings; cover sheet drawing should note that preliminary approval was given. Applicant
was granted subdivision approval.

Mr. Casciani welcomed everyone to tonight’s meeting of the Planning Board of June 1, 2021.
Pledge of Allegiance
Roll Call

Mr. Casciani: We have 2 tabled matters and 3 scheduled matters on. Now, [ know there is a
bunch of people here for Coastal View and I am just going to ask to have respect amongst
ourselves here tonight; kind of keep it down and limit your discussion to 5 minutes. Try and
compact it so we don’t keep repeating over and over, ok. I would appreciate that.

Dave Arena read the first application:
COASTAL VIEW SUBDIVISION SECTION 5: Located at western end of Coastal View

Drive. Applicant Lake Landing LLC is requesting PRELIMINARY/FINAL SUBDIVISION
AND SITE PLAN APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING) associated with the subdivision of land
and construction of (9) single family residences on a 30.86-acre parcel having SBL # 036.03-1-
1.21 located in a WD Waterfront Development District under Sections 192-19, 225-22 and 228-8
of the Code of the Town of Webster.

Appearing before the board was Mike Ritchie from Costich Engineering and also with me
tonight, Stacey Haralambides and John Gonzalez . We were previously in front of this board
back in May. There were some questions regarding Homeowners Association and open space,
and I believe some residents has some comments. We requested that we tabled the application to
give some of the residents an opportunity to review the application and in the meantime, the
Webster PRC met, and we received some technical comments from town staff . We met with
town staff last week to go through these comments. They are all technical in nature and we will
work with the Town Engineer to address each and every one to her satisfaction.
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So, just to give a little history on the project. This is section 5, the last section of Coastal View
Subdivision. The preliminary approval was in 2003 as part of that development a certain amount
of open space was required to be set aside as of section 4, 18.3 acres of the required and 24 acres
have been set aside. We are proposing with the application in front of you tonight to propose 3
acres in addition to the minimum required in order for some of the other residents of Coastal
View Subdivision to be able to petition this board to resub divide and make those former HOA
lands along the lake, part of their property.

I think Stacey and John have kind of gone out of their way to try and accommodate some of the
residents in the neighborhood. With that, I think this is pretty straight forward and I would be
happy to answer any of your questions that the board may have.

Mr. Casciani: Well, I guess the last time we talked one of the prime things the residents, the
current ones, there be the proposed units would be included in the HOA.

Mike Ritchie: And that is correct.

Mr. Casciani: And I guess you have done that.

Mike Ritchie: Correct. Section 5 will be a part of the HOA.

Mr. Casciani: And I recall asking you to move that road a little bit to the south and you did that.
Mike Ritchie: Correct.

Mr. Casciani: That increased the size of the depth of the lots and there was room to the south of
that to move that over. And what else do we have; I think there was some comments from the
Highway Department regarding a railing along there?

Mike Ritchie: Yes, there is a stretch there by moving that road a little bit further to the south, we
got a little bit closer to the slope, nothing too close or to dangerous but there is a 100 foot stretch
that maybe a decorative timber guide rail might be warranted and we will show that on the final
plan.

Mr. Casciani: Ok. Board members, if there is anyone that has anything specific, otherwise, we
can open it up, whatever you want to do.

Dave Malta: Did we increase the setbacks?

Mike Ritchie: Yes. The setbacks have been increased to 45 feet now while they were 30 feet on
the previous application, so we shifted the whole road south 15 feet to increase the setback.

John Kosel: 1 just have one small question; 1 am a retired school bus driver. That hammerhead at
the end, is that big enough for a school bus to turnaround ?
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Mike Ritchie: We got comments from town staff and they have asked us to make it a little bit
wider to accommodate their plows, but we can confirm that it is wide enough for a school bus, it
should be if it is part of the town spec.

Mr. Casciani; Ok so with that. Again, this is a public hearing and if anyone wishes to speak in
regard to this . Go up and give us your name and address .

Steve Terrigino at 361 Coastal View Drive: I represent the Homeowners Association as the
President and I am also obviously, a resident. I would like to thank the Hegadorns for publicly
acknowledging that they are going to be part of the association. That was a pretty big item for
us. The issue I still have is we had asked them to memorialize that somehow and through
multiple conversations while we have them in the emails we wanted to come up with some
written agreement and they essentially refused to sign anything. So, I would like to know and
understand it, since they acknowledged that tonight that they are going to be in the HOA, how
binding is that? And we would like, if it is not binding, we would like the matter tabled until we
can formerly come up with an agreement between the 2 parties, the HOA and the development
that they are going to be in the HOA and they are going to participate and abide by the rules that
they created.

Mr. Casciani: I don’t want to keep monkeying with this thing either and I agree with you.
Personally, I thought this was a done deal.

Steve Terrigino: We have too

Mr. Casciani; We have met with them and the last that I heard, and Josh I guess you were with
me there and the agreement was that they were going to be part of the Homeowners Association.
So, in my opinion, what we could do is put it in a resolution that the final, the preliminary even
would be contingent on them becoming part of the HOA for Coastal View. That is nothing else
that could happen unless that is done. We can not keep screwing around with this like this. That
is my opinion anyways. If anyone else has an opinion, bring it up. It has to come to ahead. We
are going along with the waterfront so on and so forth, but it has to be 100% agreement.

Steve Terrigino: So, phase 5 if I understand this, they are going to be part of the HOA and by
virtue of what this board is doing tonight, is going to make sure that happens?

Mr. Casciani: Yes

Steve Terrigino: Perfect and thank you.

Mr. Casciani: Alright, anyone else wishing to comment? No one. Ithought we had that all
resolved.

Mike Ritchie: I think it is attorneys signing and filing documents. I know they are in agreement

to be part of the HOA. Ican’t confirm whether anything has been signed but I know that is what
I have been told as well. So, I think they are fine with that being part of the resolution.
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Mr. Casciani: Ok, then we are in good shape with that.

Dave Bernardie at 375 Coastal View Drive: I just wanted to get clarification, they said the land
was being turned over , the open space to the homeowners. He said some of the homeowners
number I so I wasn’t clear if that is all the lake homeowners and number 2 will those
homeowners be permitted to obtain that land without restrictions which was another issue, we
addressed here a couple years ago.

Mr. Casciani: I am not following you

Dave Bernardie: I am a homeowner and I live on the lake and the land that is behind my house I
don’t own; the homeowners association owns. It is my understand that these new homes, these 9
new homes, that they are all going to own their bluff behind their home, so should I and I don’t.
I thought that this donating land or different land or open space was going to give the
homeowners along the lake the opportunity then to obtain the bluff and then have it without
restrictions.

Mr. Casciani: Are you talking for the current owners?

Dave Bernardie: Correct and then he said some of them. So, I don’t know if there are maybe 25
30 homes along the lake right now.

Mr. Casciani: That would be, actually that is the second thing on the agenda so we will get into
that one too. I was focused on the proposed development. So, lets do that one and then we will
get into that one. Ok, anybody with any questions or anything? We have done through it and the
agreement was to allow the waterfront, well all the new ones are waterfront obviously but to
have ownership down, it goes to where Mike the mean high water?

Mike Ritchie: No, mean low water
Mr. Casciani: Mean low water, I am sorry.
Derek Anderson: Has the map been amended to show the mean high-water level?

Mike Ritchie: (not using the mic) It has been, yes and the next one goes to the town along with
comments from PRC and our meeting from last week will be shown on the plan.

Mr. Casciani: The primary, well I am going to be skipping ahead a little bit to the current
homeowners I guess there major concern was to be able to put rebatement in shore line
protection down there and that was why you folks wanted that property, right. Ok, so this is the
start of it I guess so with this we can move along with instead of that being HOA property it
becomes to the individual lots to mean low water.

Mike Ritchie: Correct.
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Mr. Casciani: Alright, it is a major reduction in the number of unites going in there from what it
was, what was it, 42 units or something?

Mike Ritchie: It was 35 townhouses. It was a large reduction in density.
Mr. Casciani: So, for SEQR actually, it is way less of an impact on the site.
Mike Ritchie: Correct

Mir. Casciani: SEQR was done on the whole thing, correct?

Mike Ritchie: (not using the mic) Correct on the preliminary plan

Mr. Casciani: Yes, so we are good with that.

Derek Anderson: Do we know what the terms are of the open space easement that is on the
Hegadorn property?

Mike Ritchie: They have not finalized yet, but we will summit to the town for town attorney
review just to make sure it is to the satisfaction. Essentially no development now or ever will
occur in this open space land. The land where the pond is will also be an easement to allow for
maintenance so those specific attorney terms can be submitted to the town attorney for approval.

Derek Anderson: Did you have a chance to do an over lay to find out the boundaries of the
existing preliminary approved area as opposed to

Mike Ritchie: Based on the solution and plan we saw, it’s what in front of you now and the
remaining land so this should be the closure to what was done on preliminary.

Derek Anderson: So, the boundaries that we see on this for the open space easement they are
within in the boundaries to the original preliminary approval

Mike Ritchie: Correct

Mr. Casciani: We do have a letter from a Ms. Dorothy Fait AT 742 Hightower way Josh, can you
read that into the record, so we’ve got it?

Josh Artuso: Read letter (SEE ATTACHED LETTER)
Mr. Casciani: And those comments basically all have been included in your paperwork already

s0, but we will enter this into the record also. Alright with that, I guess we are ok with this. I
don’t know what else we have to cover on this at this point, for this particular section.

Derek Anderson: I just have one other question, actually to put on the record, on the plans it

shows the NYSD nature protection feature jurisdiction 25 feet off of the buffer. Can you explain
for the record what that is?
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Mike Ritchie: Essentially no disturbance is permitted within that buffer without a permit from
the DEC.

Derek Anderson: And does that extend along this development and also along the existing
development?

Mike Ritchie: Yes, that is correct, and it was the bluff surveyed during preliminary plan so any
work within that buffer or the bluff or the lake shore would require a permit from the town and
the DEC.

Mr. Casciani: Alright, if there are no further questions then we will close the public hearing and
bring it back up to the board. Any questions or comments, concerns? Ok, need to make a
motion then. Josh, it does say preliminary/final for Coastal View, what is outstanding?

Josh Artuso: Well, we need to get the revised plans that that reflect all of the PRC comments, but
it is up to the board.

Mr. Casciani: Ok, so let’s do this. Let’s do a preliminary approval on it, get everything up to
date, do you need comments from the county or anybody else or from state?

Josh Artuso: No

Mr. Casciani: No. We probably should have the final drawings before we make a final approval.
My opinion anyways, what do you guys think?

Board: All agreed

Mr. Casciani: This way here, we are not all going to be playing catch up down the road. Ok, so
for preliminary approval.

RESOLUTION 21-055 Mr. Malta made a motion for PRELIMINARY
APPROVAL Located at western end of Coastal View
Drive. Applicant Lake Landing LLC is requesting
PRELIMINARY/FINAL SUBDIVISION AND SITE
PLAN APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING) associated
with the subdivision of land and construction of (9) single
family residences on a 30.86-acre parcel having SBL #
036.03-1-1.21 located in a WD Waterfront Development
District under Sections 192-19, 225-22 and 228-8 of the
Code of the Town of Webster which was seconded by Mr.
Giardina.
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VOTE:

Mr. Anderson AYE

Mr. Arena AYE

Mr. Kosel AYE

Mr. Malta AYE

Mr. Meixell AYE

Mr. Casciani AYE

Mr. Giardina AYE

CONDITIONS:

1. Subject to PRC Comments
2. Subject to a Letter of Credit posted with the Town of Webster.
3. Subject to Monroe County Water Authority comments
4. Subject to the determination of the ZBA for requested variances.
5. All the improvements shall be constructed according to the specification of the Town

o

7
8.
9

10.
11.

of Webster.
All roadway construction to be in accordance with the specification and regulations set
forth by the Town of Webster.

. All site work is to be in compliance with the standards of the Town of Webster.

Comply with all requirements of any Federal, State, County or Town agency.

Address drainage, lighting, signage, and landscaping, buffering, berming and snow
storage.

Approvals are subject to Drawing No: YS100

Subdivision to be part of the HOA and will abide by all the HOA standards and laws
and regulations.

Mike Ritchie: So just to clarify, no final tonight it will be based on satisfying PRC comments.

Mr. Casciani: Get all your paperwork, drawings complete so we are not playing catch up later on.

Mike Ritchie: No desire to approve contingent upon satisfying those requirements?

Mr. Casciani: Lets come back. It will be a simple and painless.

Mike Ritchie: I understand. I will work with Josh and will get on a week from today to get on the
next Planning Board?

Mr. Casciani: Yes. That way your drawing is right. There are so many times that we have done
this that we have gotten toasted on it.

Mike Ritchie: Understood.
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Dave Arena read the second application:

AMENDING COASTAL VIEW SUBDIVISION (COASTLINE PROPERTIES): Located
on the north side of Coastal View Drive. Applicants Ali Odenbach #347; Ryan Cole #349; Alex
Odenbach #351; Lillian Kelley #357; Steven Terrigino #361; Robert Nasso #371; Joan Elliot
#373; David Bernardi #375; Deborah Murray #377; Christian Johnson #379; Michael Moritillaro
#381; Thomas Polito #383; Michael Roemer #3835; Eric Mertz #387; Patrick Pergolizzi #403; All
applicants located on Coastal View Drive, are requesting PRELIMINARY /FINAL SITE
PLAN AND SUBDIVISION APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING), for the applicants to
acquire Homeowner Association lands as an extension of their parcels to the Lake Ontario
shoreline. Located in a WD Waterfront Development District under Sections 192-18 and 228-8
of the Code of the Town of Webster.

Mr. Casciani: Alright, so where are we here. Who want to speak on behalf of you folks,
anybody? Just give us a run down of what you want to do and where you stand on it.

Steve Terrigino at 361 Coastal View: We had brought this matter to the board a few years ago
where the back of the lake lots are owned by the HOA and with the unprecedented water heights
there has been a ton of erosion and a number of the homeowners have started to put retaining
walls up kind of stop the erosion. There are back lands falling into the water if you will so this
will so this matter here is a request to bring back to the board the ability for the homeowners to
purchase the land that originally was HOA land in the back of their homes in order to improve it.
Some of these retaining walls are upwards to 50,000 dollars and a lot of homeowners are
reluctant to improve property that they don’t own. So, this request is to respectfully ask that these
homeowners be given the opportunity to own the land.

Mr. Casciani: I think that when you guys were in the board pretty much agreed with what your
proposal was. Now the issue comes when some want to participate, and some don’t. Am I still
correct ?

Steve Terrigino: Yes, that is correct.

Mr. Casciani: Ok, we met a couple of weeks ago and I made a suggestion. It has been on my
mind quite a bit, suppose your house is there, my house is here and the person in the middle of us
doesn’t want to do it. Suppose you buy half of that front and I buy half of that front ; can we
work something like that with you folks? Another words, who said you have to have a straight
line to the water, it doesn’t. You could own half of the persons.... How wide are your lots, |
forgot. 90-100 foot or something?

Steve Terrigino: They are about 120

Mr. Casciani: What are they Stacey?

Stacey: (not at the mic) 85-100

Mr. Casciani: Ok, 100 or so. So, you buy yours 100 foot and you buy 50 foot and then I buy my
100 foot and 50 and then we are covered. Would that be something we could get together and
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work something out with you guys? You guys work out, it is your issue. I am looking for
something to get this thing completely off your back.

Steve Terrigino: I would say it is up to the homeowners. If those compelled to put the retaining
walls and want to do so with ownership, my opinion, they should find a way to work together to
get that done.

Mr. Casciani: No, I guess Charlie they would have to buy the thing from the homeowners
association, the property, and if you bought it, I can’t see the value of that shore line being worth
a whole lot of money so [ don’t think anyone is going to be expecting to get rich on it selling
their half. You buy half and I buy half type thing . I am looking for something that you guys can
say you own the whole strip. Is that fair enough?

Steve Terrigino: Individual as homeowners?

Mr. Casciani: Yes, absolutely. Other words you own 150 feet, I own 150 feet and the next
person owns 150 feet, just to absorb the whole piece

Steve Terrigino: But everyone would essentially have to agree to buy their parcel, if you had 1 or
2.

Charlie Genese: Well, it depends if your homeowners association, you said you where the
president?

Steve Terrigino: I am

Charlie Genese: Are all the members of the homeowners association owners here or are there
outside builders, developer also part

Steve Terrigino: Not any more just the developer.
Charlie Genese: So, you have your own rules and regulations I assume?

Steve Terrigino: We have the rules and regulations that were given to us by Stacey and Brian
Hegadorn that they came up with.

Charlie Genese: And you have council? Do you have an attorney?

Steve Terrigino: They are here now.

Charlie Genese: I would talk to your attorney about doing it, I mean legally.

Steve Terrigino: I believe the last time that there wasn’t enough open space to give us , all the
lake front owners to but the parcel. There is going to be a little bit of a trade off, but [ don’t

think everybody was going to participate in buying their lake front just because of the amount of
open space that didn’t exist. When the did this recent plan, they opened up some more green
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space for us, but I still don’t think it is enough for us for every single owner on the lake front to
buy the property.

Mr. Casciani: I can’t see Mike is he still there? How did that work out for that square foot, do
you recall? I know we talked about it.

Mike Ritchie: So, the Hegadorn family is essentially given away space to make it open space to
trade off and our calculations basically as much as they could give was 3.1 acres and that
covered everything from the end of section 5 so where it is being developed now back down to
the lake access along the lake. So, 1 know the discussion and again, it’s not my application but it
was whether or not the board would allow them to do that not meeting the open space
preliminary requirements so.

Mr. Casciani: It may not be open league space but it sure isn’t changing down there it is still
waterfront property and no one is going to be building anything it is still open as far as reality.
So, if that much was deducted from the overall original open space. Idon’t know if it should be
that much of a concern. You guys have any feeling on that?

Derek Anderson: I guess just to be clear, is the only drawing that we have are those that were
submitted in 2018 and they show 8 parcels participating and trying to purchase sections of land
behind their property and show 6 parcels that at the time were no participating in the purchase of
those lands. The open space area that is not being transferred to those 8 parcels no longer has
access and the homeowners association who owns that open space no longer has access to those
parcels and that is not something that we can support.

Mr. Casciani: Yes, that is correct.

Derek Anderson: The only way those parcels can be made to maintain access to it is either based
on the description where Tony suggested before the neighboring parcels purchased the land
behind them and those who chose not to participate or to put a permanent easement from the
road back to the individual pieces that are being left behind an easement that is written to the
homeowners association so the people in the homeowners association who own that land have
the ability to go back and enjoy that parcel.

Steve Terrigino: And I am sure the homeowners would be willing to do that. If you ever go back
there , that is not. I walked it once and I will tell you, I never want to walk it again.

Derek Anderson: Regardless, it is land that is owned by the homeowners association and the
proposed subdivision we have before us is not allow the people of the homeowners association
access to their own land so the only way to have access to that is to put a permanent easement on
parcels that lead to that or sell all that land off so that it is owned by individual parcels. We are
not going to have a patch work subdivision. (both speaking at the same time)

Mr. Casciani: INAUDIBLE individual pieces like that then they become landlocked and you

can’t do that. We are willing to work with you folks but what can we do? How can we make this
happen for you? 1 think if you want to take this...
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Tom Polito: I am one of the homeowners that came before you before and I think what you
described the 2 options the first option I think is what we are looking for and that is the authority
to convey each parcel individually west and east it is really going to stay as open space but
owned by the individual homeowners along there and that is what I think everyone is in
agreement with. We have had discussions with the homeownets, and I think what we want to do
what is fair to everyone down there one for all, all for one. We all want to be able to own it
individually. The suggestion that you gave, if the one person didn’t want to buy it and the other 2
stepped forward to own half of it, I think it would be a solution to that concern about land lock .
I don’t think iand lock will be an issue at all. My impression is everyone wants to own it along
there . So, keep as open space but owned individually I think that is the option. The second
option not so much.

So, I think we satisfy you because we are trying to do the same thing that the prior applicant did
for individual ownership as a part of it. So, in answering your question , I think that satisfies
everyone that is here don’t just let the people west of the path have individual ownership west
and east of the path but we are really going to keep it open space and it is going to be pretty
much the way it is now except for how it deeded and we are asking permission to individually
convey each of those parcels along the waterfront. So, I think the answer is yes to what you
proposed in the beginning. Ithink we are all willing to go with it and I think that as long as we
have your blessing for each of those lines to be drawn down by chance one person doesn’t want
to, your solution , we are going to be all over that. We would agree with that as a solution having
it land locked.

Mr. Casciani: INAUDIBLE (both parties speaking at the same time)

Tom Polito: Same as what the developer is doing for part 5. I'm sorry...

Mr. Casciani: I was just saying, I woke up in the middle of night with that one (laughter)
Tom Polito: Yes, that is brilliant.

Mr. Casciani: Something has to happen, and we are in agreement . If you want to fix that
shoreline. It’s a steep cliff and it is not going to get better on its own that’s for sure and the land
isn’t going to build again by putting revetement down there it needs it but we don’t know what’s
going to happen next year, you know with the new law so we will work the best we can but
again, we will try and do it this way.

Tom Polito: Thank you.

Pat Perlizzie at 403 Coastal View: and [ have been there since 2011. You mentioned about
problems of some people would by the land and some people wouldn’t and it would be land
locked. Let me read something that was put out by the directors of the association in January 11,
2011:

Trying to clarify planting and structural use pertaining to lake side open space. They also
stated that the open space along the lake shall be the soul use and enjoyment of the homeowner
whose lots adjoin that land and that this area is not meant to be used by any other person in the
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community. So even though it is open space it’s been acknowledged that the backyards on most
of these homes are very small and even if you include the open space, it is still a small area.
Also, it acknowledges that this area is fragile and that the developer, state, and town doesn’t
want this thing damaged and you don’t want tons of people or activity on this area and again that
is why they restricted it to the owners of the property the people who own a house there. The
other thing, the HOA comes out and I think it was 10 or I1 in there HOA documents, the HOA
assumes no liability or responsibility for safety of individuals on the bluff and it stipulates that
each lot owner is solely responsible for safety and liability. So in essence the HOA washes their
hands of this open space and further washes their hands of open space when in 2018 when we
were having a lot of erosion , some due to the lake and some due to other causes the homeowners
on the lake went to HOA and asked them to study the problem so we can find out how we can
solve this and the HOA turned around and said no we are not going to study this problem
because we are not going to fix the problem. So, the HOA basically washed their hands of this
and that is the reason 2018, 15 homeowners came to you said we need to own this because we
need to fix this and then it was tabled for various reasons . Now the developer wants to go ahead
and give the ownership to this lake side property to the new homeowners and the reason why
they would do that is that, they are going to have the same problems we had. They are going to
have erosion problem that is not going to go away and have an HOA wash their hands of it.

So, in 2018 3 homes came and they wanted to own it so they can put revetments up. They didn’t
get the ownership but the did put the revetments up . Now three years later we still have erosion
problems we still have an HOA that is not going to do anything and there is 4 more people and
this time they are on the east side of the access path and they are going forward and they are
going to spend, including myself, are going to spend 200 thousand dollars to put revetments up.
We don’t own it; we would like to own it. | think this board and the HOA ought to do the right
think and let these people own the property. They are the only one interested in saving this
property because they have a vested interest because they live there. So, my recommendation to
this group do the right thing and let this thing take place. Let these people own the property
because they are the only ones who are willing to try and fix this. We talk about open space, we
don’t have enough open space, I really don’t care how much open space there is. This open
space has already been designated open space and we should be interested in saving what we
already designated open space.

Mr. Casciani: Ok thank you. I think you see that the board is pretty much in agreement with
what you are saying. Ok, is there anyone else wishing to comment on this?

John Gonzalez: If the villa owners also want to participate in owning their frontage in a zoning
matter of a couple acres of additional green space that somehow has to come in, is there
someway we can get some kind of variance so that the green space that we are providing will be
able to be stretching along the entire bluff so that both, the single family residents and villas will
all be able to participate and buy all the lake frontage and then have the ability to take care of any
of the erosion problems.

Mr. Casciani: John, I think the board is pretty much in agreement with the whole project as

individual owners of the waterfront, how you get there, [ haven’t got the final answer to that.
That is what we have to get to. If the people willing to buy it, they buy it and as far as calling it
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open space, if that project and it’s been there how many years now, 15 years you guys have been
working on that thing is the lack of that even being considered as open space . If that is taken off
the table, does that really matter? It is still open space , in my opinion, technically it doesn’t
meet what is required when the project started, X acres of open space 50 % so on and so forth
does it matter? It is still open space.

John Gonzalez: I think we have a win-win situation if all the villas and all the single families all
want to buy that and we are barking over the fact that we can’t come up with another 2 acres.
Hopefully the town has some flexibility to address that.

Mr. Casciani: Can you guys come up with something with the attorney? Give us a piece of paper
which you are proposing to do that we can say yes. We will try and get you a fair answer.
Whatever we have to do from that point.

John Gonzalez: What do you mean?
INAUDIBLE: (everyone speaking at once time)

Derek Anderson: What we need is an application that actually shows what you are doing that is
prepared from the HOA . We need an application that actually shows what you are doing and
how the property lines are going to be modified to maintain that open space to transfer the lands
as we discussed early and to make sure that it covers the entire thing.

John Gonzalez: It would be great for everyone. The HOA would be very, very happy probably
to release all the issues.

Mr. Casciani: We are all on the same road, but we don’t know how to get there yet.

John Gonzalez: There has to be some kind of way to do it because it makes a lot of sense because
everyone wins that way.

Derek Anderson: they just need to re-submit a site plan that shows how it is going to be resub
divided because right now it doesn’t follow what they are discussing.

Tom Polito: Can I propose they use the existing map that only designates only 12 provisionally
approved map on the lines that are drawn with subject to a follow up map

Derek Anderson: No

Tom Polito: Here is what I am saying though, the map you have is part of the original proposal

and already has all those lines drawn on it and it only has, I think 12, 2 of them are to the east of

the path and the other ones are the west but the idea that you are talking about and correct me if I

am wrong is that you want to see those lines drawn from the sides of the property down to the

water front. Provisionally you have the map without the names inserted to those other blocks r
and we would submit a map that shows each individual names of everyone that is going to be

owning it except if someone didn’t want to buy we would do that think you talked about before L
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otherwise, you have exactly what the map is with the exception of the names not being in those
other ones.

Mr. Casciani: The trouble with that Tom, you would have to have the lines drawn right to the
water and if you took like we went through before, you took a piece and I took a piece, that line
would jog over. You have to show each individual outline of a lot. That would have to be
shown. You wouldn’t be able to come in with this (old outline) the way it is shown here per say
because that is showing land locked pieces then and that would never get approved.

Tom Polito: So, what 1 am saying is that is the blueprint for it, but we would make those changes
according to what you are telling us and you are all in agreement that, that is going to be fine.

Mr. Casciani: If you took that drawing right there and just showed those lines, this one right here
you are taking this half and he’s taking the other half of this and so on and however you guys
wanl to buy it and work it out with the HOA, the deal is you are going to have to work it out with
you HOA.

Tom Polito: This has already been discussed with the HOA and we have already had meetings
about this and those lines going right along the lot line are what we are asking permission to do
and you are just asking for a map that shows that otherwise, you are in agreement with what it
could be. If we run into a challenge because one person doesn’t want to buy it or two people
don’t want to buy that particular lot we are going to do that thing where we adjust the line but
otherwise the lines that are on there with the exception of the names being in front of each of
those spots is the same map that we would be using.

Mr. Casciani: You are just talking about modifying the drawing you have?
Tom Polito: INAUDIBLE. (both parties talking at the same time)

Derek Anderson: You have to submit an actual plan that show what you are doing that is
consistent with what you are saying that is prepared by the engineer.

Mr. Casciani: Just show a modification of what you are doing here and where the new lot lines
would be on the division of those parcels, that’s all.

Tom Polito: Could we get like they did, a preliminary subdivisional approval based upon what
we have today and then submit for final subdivision?

Derek Anderson: INAUDIBLE (everyone talking at once)

Mr. Casciani: No because there isn’t existing yet, do you know what I mean, and their drawing is
what we approved.

Tom Polito: So, this is just administrative otherwise you guys are all on board with what we are
saying
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Mr. Casciani: We are good with you doing it you just have to follow what you are proposing to
show us.

Tom Polito: And we can submit for next meeting as well?

Mr. Casciani: If you show on your drawings and get them in on the schedule and I guess ask Josh
to fit it on.

Derek Anderson; If you get drawing that are prepared and be filed with Monroe County,
drawings that are prepared by a licensed architect or a licensed survey or an Engineer, drawings
that are required for submittal for anything that comes before the board that we can act on it. It
has to show exactly what you are doing.

Mr. Casciani: Costich has all your paperwork so you could just keep going right along the same
line. Ok so what we will do then, we will table it until the next meeting, and you are going to
come in showing your revisions on it then. Does that work for you guys?

Derek Anderson: Is 2 weeks going to be enough time to have plans prepared, submitted, and go
thought PRC comments?

INAUDIBLE (not at the mic-someone from audience speaking)
Josh Artuso: We would want it to reflect the current owners as well because 3 of the properties
have changed ownership since the original application so the map should reflect the current

owners of all properties.

Mr. Casciani: Ok you guys, we will table it to the next meeting and if that doesn’t work, we will
just go to the next one that is all. Alight, so I need a motion to table this application to June 15.

RESOLUTION 21-056 Mr. Casciani made a motion to TABLE THE
APPLICATION TO JUNE 15, 2021 which was by Mr.
Meixell.
VOTE:

Mr. Anderson AYE

Mr. Arena AYE

Mr. Kosel AYE

Mr. Malta AYE

Mr. Meixell AYE

Mr. Casciani AYE

Mr. Giardina AYE
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Dave Arena read the third application:

595 COUNTY LINE ROAD ACCESSORY STRUCTURE: Located at 595 County Line
Road. Applicant Elizabeth Mason is requesting PRELIMINARY / FINAL SITE PLAN
APPROVAL (PUBLIC HEARING) associated with the construction of a 52’ x 48’ accessory
structure on a 6.2-acre site having SBL # 066.01-1-68 located in an LL Large Lot Single Family
Residential District under Sections 225-36 and 228-10 of the Code of the Town of Webster.

Appearing before the board was Emma Qaks and I work for Costich Engineering as a Project
Manager with a background in Landscape Architecture. Tam here representing my client
Elizabeth Mason of TWE Enterprises, LLC who owns the property at 595 County Line Road.
Tonight, we are here seeking preliminary and final site plan approval for a site modification to a
previously approved plan from 2018. Before I give a brief overview of the site, [ would like to
hand out a couple of handouts here, if that is alright with you all.

Alright, so I will go over the site plan briefly. So, this is in the large lot zoning district and we are
proposing a residence that is just under 3000 square feet which is similar to the previously
approved plan. There is a driveway curb cut off of County Line Road that has been modified
from the previously approved plan and the driveway goes back towards the west is asphalt and
the side of the property moving westward it turns into a gravel drive which turns into an
accessory structure and that is about 365 square feet away from County Line Road and setback
further more then the northern neighbors garage/accessory structure. So, the accessory structure
is just under 2500 square feet and it’s height is about 30 feet (PAPER RATTLING AND
PEOPLE SPEAKING WHILE APPLICANT IS PRESENTING) which is 10 feet taller than what
is allowed per code. Back in May we went to the Zoning Board and we were granted a height
variance for the structure and the use of the structure is for half of the regulation size basketball
court. We previously tried to propose an accessory structure that was much large then 2500
square feet to fit a full regulation basketball court however the code doesn’t allow for that, so we
have gone back and came up with a solution to half of a basketball court.

Now, if you look at the elevation on the first page of the handout that I handed you. The section
elevation you will see the primary residence in the center and then if you look off to the right-
hand side you will see a dark black line and pointing to that is an arrow for a proposed accessory
structure . The elevation of the roof of the proposed accessory structure is about 1 foot lower
then the elevation of the proposed primary structure so if you have reviewed the plans you will
see that the site has been raised from the existing grade that is out there today that is to
accommodate the septic field to the west of the primary residence but we have taken advantage
of that for the accessory structure to make up grade... I am getting all mixed up here.(laughter)
So, the proposed residence is about 24 feet tall at the highest roof peek and it sits about 7-8 feet
above the finished floor of the accessory structure. The accessory structure is about 30 feet with
some simple math comes down to about | foot in elevation difference. So, from the roadway at
County Line Road looking back westward along the property you would not see the accessory
structure towering over the primary residence it would actually appear lower and pushed back
further.

In terms of buffering of neighbors on the north and south side of the property, we are providing a
deciduous and ever green buffer of trees to help visually buffer the proposed accessory structure
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and lastly, the context of the area there are numerous large accessory structures in this large lot M
zoning district in this area and I have a series of addresses if you all are interested in hearing

about those. I don’t believe that this is out of context for this area and I believe we are trying to LJ
mitigate the visual impacts of a structure of this size by setting it back further and visually

buffering it with vegetation and utilizing the elevation to our advantage. So, I am happy to

answer any questions that you all have.

Mark Giardina: How tall are the trees going to be?

Emma Oaks: The trees [ believe are between 30 and 80 feet tall. It depends on the type of tree.
So, the tree s that are closer to the road are 30-40 feet tall and they are river birches and they sit
kind of in swales which might be a little bit wetter areas. As you move back further, the trees get
taller and the tree that is further back towards the accessory structure is actually existing and we
are preserving that tree because that was there is kind of an immediate buffer of a mature tree

that is existing on the site while the structure is built while the other trees grow up and mature
over time.

Mr. Casciani: The only variance you needed was for the height, then right?
Emma Oaks: Yes

Mr. Casciani: Again, this is a public hearing. If there is anybody wishing to speak for or against
this application . Ok, I guess not. Will bring it back to the board. Anybody?

Derek Anderson: There is just one thing I am trying to clarify for myself, the applicant is
Elizabeth Mason, but it says OF TWE ENTERPRISES ? What is TWE Enterprises?

Emma Oaks: So TWE is Elizabeth and her 2 brothers. The TWE are their initials and they all
own this property and Elizabeth is building her residence here on the property. Does that answer
your question?

Derek Anderson: I just wanted to get the consistency between the 2 .

Emma Oaks: Yes, it is a little confusing.

Mr. Casciani: So, the use is for personal use only. Not rental or storage or anything like that.
Emma Oaks: No

Mr. Casciani: Alright, questions anyone?

Derek Meixell: I go by the area all the time. It fits right in.

Mr. Casciani: Well we will close the public hearing and bring it back. Derek, do you want to do m
a SEQR on this?
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Derek Anderson: Just one last question, there isn’t an overhang on one side is there?

Emma Oaks: No. The plans that were submitted from the barn architect designer were there

typical plans and there will not be an overhang . We had that question with the Zoning Board as
well.

Derek Anderson: It shows solid walls on here, so I just wanted to check.
RESOLUTION

Town of Webster Planning Board considered the request by Applicant, Elizabeth Mason, to
construct a single-family residence and a 52-foot by 48-foot accessory structure on a 6.2-acre
parcel having SBL # 066.01-1-68 located at 595 County Line Road in an LL Large Lot Single
Family District.

The Planning Board classifies the proposed action to be a Type II Action under Section
617.5(c)(11 and 12) of the State Environmental Review (SEQR) Regulations and therefore is not
subject to further review.

RESOLUTION 21-057 Mr. Anderson made a motion to TYPE II SEQR which
was seconded by Mr. Giardina.
VOTE:
Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr. Kosel AYE
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE
RESOLUTION 21-058 Mr. Casciani made a motion for PRELIMINARY

APPROVAL TO: Located at 595 County Line Road.
Applicant Elizabeth Mason is requesting for the
construction of a 52° x 48" accessory structure on a 6.2-acre
site having SBL # 066.01-1-68 located in an LL Large Lot
Single Family Residential District under Sections 225-36
and 228-10 of the Code of the Town of Webster which was
seconded by Mr. Meixell
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VOTE: r

Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE wJ
Mr. Kosel AYE
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE

Mr. Casciani: We will keep this simple. The applicant has received the necessary variances and
the project conforms to section 225-36 under accessory buildings for the use and that covers
everything.

Emma Oaks: Mr. Casciani, would we be able to get final approval this evening as well?

Mr. Casciani: Yes, but we have to do preliminary first. Our attorney is pretty fussy, he makes us
do 2. (laughter)

Emma Qaks: I apologize. Don’t let me interrupt again. (laughter)

CONDITIONS:

1. Conforms to chapter 225-36 under accessory buildings
2. Applicant has received the necessary variances m

RESOLUTION 21-059 Mr. Casciani made a motion to FINAL APPROVAL :
Located at 595 County Line Road. Applicant Elizabeth
Mason is associated with the construction of a 52 x 48’
accessory structure on a 6.2-acre site having SBL # 066.01-
1-68 located in an LL Large Lot Single Family Residential
District under Sections 225-36 and 228-10 of the Code of
the Town of Webster which was seconded by Mr. Kosel.

VOTE:
Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE
Mr, Kosel AYE
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE
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CONDITIONS:

1. Conforms to chapter 225-36 under accessory buildings

2. Applicant has received the necessary variances

3. Significant construction to begin within one year of this date to expire on June 1, 2022
4. Just for personal use only

Mr. Casciani: Just for what it’s worth to you, your drawings and everything, a total complete
application and you did a good job with it.

Dave Arena read the fourth application:

KOHL’S + SEPHORA SIGNAGE: Located at 925 Holt Road. Applicant Rebecca Toombs is
requesting SIGN APPROVAL to allow (1) 21.5 sf building mounted sign and swap out existing
panels on (3) monument signs to reflect Kohl’s rebranding and partnership with Sephora on a
9.09-acre parcel having SBL # 079.12-1-19.111 located in an HC High Intensity Commercial
District under Section 178-7 of the Code of the Town of Webster.

Appearing before the board was Jeremy Toombs and we are with Roc Signs and we are
proposing the new Sephora sign to be added onto the Kohls building.

Mr. Casciani: So, the only real change is putting that Sephora sign on the front there and the
signs in the back are remaining the same just the Kohls sign.

Jeremy Toombs: Yes, the same Kohls sign on the back.
Mr. Casciani: Changes on your monument sign will be in the same spot?

Jeremy Toombs: Yes, same spot. We surveyed the existing panels will be replaced with brand
new ones .

Mr. Casciani: Anybody any concerns?

Derek Anderson: On page 7 of the application, it appears to be more then just a sign. It also
looks like modifying the fagade of the side of the building. It has some kind of Sephora logo
style .

Jeremny Toombs: As far as the sign is concerned, it is just going to be a standard sign and [ am
sure there will be general contractor who will be constructing some INAUDIBLE fascia panel
that is going to go there like they do with all the Kohls but I don’t think that is included with the

sign permit, is it?

Derek Anderson: Well, the application shows us modification to the front of the building and that
is something for this particular site and I am not sure the board will entertain.

Mr. Casciani: What are you looking at Derek?
Derek Anderson: If you go back through the application package it is on page 7
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Dave Maita: It shows stripping on there

Derek Anderson: To the existing entrance and it shows that the Sephora zebra striping on the
front of the building. It’s really more then just a sign. It is putting this stuff...

Mr. Casciani: Yes, I see that. That project , when that came in initially years ago, there was a lot
of detail that went into that. What we wanted and what we looked for and everything. I think
you have a good point there actually Derek. The Sephora sign, I have an issue with that. The
black and white stripe poles, I think that should be taken out of there.

Jeremy Toombs: Wouldn’t that be up to the builder?

Mr. Casciani: No, that is up to the board to approve what you are doing to the building.

Jeremy Toombs: I am with the sign company so I wouldn’t be installing that or doing any of that.

Mr. Casciani: Ok, we will just put in the resolution that we are including the sign, but the tiger
strips are not considered as part of this application.

Charlie Genesee: Who prepared this then if the builder or they didn’t prepare it, who prepared
the photo with the strips on it?

Derek Anderson: Whose application is this?

Jeremy Toombs: The sign application is from Roch signs and the proposal was put together by a
national sign company called AGI that I assumed handles all the Kohls/Sephora change overs.

Derek Anderson: The concern I have and we have run into this before is that we have told them
we would approve something as long as they leave this thing out and they go ahead and put it in
anyway because the person who is going the work has not put forth an application to do that.
They just assume they can, and they don’t .

Mr. Casciani: No, that’s not so.

Derek Anderson: So, while it shows up on a sign application, it may not have anything to do with
your particular work. It is proposed work to the building and would be INAUDIBLE (everyone
talking at once)

Jeremy Toombs: I am assuming there is going to be all sorts of construction inside the building
as well to add the Sephora. (everyone talking while applicant is) So if they need a building
permit wouldn’t that be under that permit?

Josh Artuso: Not necessarily

Jeremy Toombs: Should it be?
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Josh Artuso: No because that is just dealing with the interior. The exterior is under the
jurisdiction of the Planning Board.

Mr. Casciani: So, you are saying the black and white strips on there, that is nothing to do with
the sign?

Jeremy Toombs: That is nothing we are proposing to install. We will be mounting to that. So
generally, a general contractor would do the construction on the building and then mount the sign
toitin a day.

Mr. Casciani: Well, we can do | or 2 things. One we can approve the sign providing they
eliminate the black and white strips and the rest of the entrance remains as it is OR we can table
it until we gel an answer from them if they are willing to accept that.

Jeremy Toombs: I think that accepting it and disregarding the black and white strips is the best
thing and we can give that back to them and if they want to do something about it then they can.
Derek Meixell: The general contractor would be doing the writing part of this which is the
renovated fagade as indicated on page 7 . So, the renovation of the fagade would be done before
you do your work?

Jeremy Toombs: Correct.

Mr. Casciani: Why don’t we just have them modify this and show us what INAUDIBLE
requesting but not approve it now and come back for the sign. Everything else is ok but thal is

going to be the issue apparently, right there.

Dave Malta: Also, we have to question the fact that the top part is Sephora but with a black
background, is that what they are doing? Are you going to do that whole background ?

Jeremy Toombs: We would do the insulation of the black background either it would just be the
individual letters that are mounted to it.

Mr. Casciani: They are just putting the Sephora on the fagade that they are putting on
Dave Malia: A new facade. 1think they need to come in
Mr. Casciani: Alright, lets do that. I make a motion to table the sign for Kohls for June 15, 2021

RESOLUTION 21-060 Mr. Casciani made a motion to TABLED APPLICATION
TO JUNE 1, 20121 which was seconded by Mr. Kosel.
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VOTE: m

Mr. Anderson AYE
Mr. Arena AYE LJ
Mr. Kosel AYE
Mr. Malta AYE
Mr. Meixell AYE
Mr. Casciani AYE
Mr. Giardina AYE

Mr. Casciani: The reason we are tabling this application is to give back to applicant to modify
the original design with just the name over the top without changing the features of the entrance

Jeremy Toombs: So, no changes to the feature even if they wanted to propose just black with no
stripes or if they had other packages that they use in places .

Mr. Casciani: I compare these things like to McDonalds. They used to have the big arch and all
the crazy stuff they came in with and they said, but that is our logo. We would say no

Jeremy Toombs: The reason I say that currently the way the building is laid out it would really
accept a sign in that area

Mr. Casciani: I was there when that was approved, and we spent a lot of time on that laying out

the building and all the designs so on and so forth and to modify it a little bit and make a change M
or put a sign up, no problem but this in my opinion doesn’t make it attractive at all. |
Jeremy Toombs: The facia won’t accept a sign. There is no blocking there you need something

to attach to.

Mr. Casciani: If you want to put the sign up with the black on it, I don’t have a problem with it

but personally, I would leave the rest along though.

Jeremy Toombs: So possibly just the top piece and not the side pieces.

Mr. Casciani: Yes.

Jeremy Toombs: That would work for me personally.

Mr. Casciani: Leave it alone and just change the sign.

Derek Anderson: One thing to follow up on, the conversation that Josh and the applicant were

having about the space and there are going to be renovations in the building. Is Kohis plus

Sephora a new company or is it a partnership?

Jeremy Toombs: I am surprised you guys haven’t gotten word of this before the sign has come in r

to be honest.
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Derek Anderson: Because
where I am going with this to is that is this 2 signs one for 2 different businesses on one
building. It seems to me that it is something that has come up before that wasn’t allowed.

Mr. Casciani: A building can have 2 different signs, 2 different names or wording. [ don’t think
that is too much the issue.

Derek Anderson: INAUDIBLE building

Jeremy Toombs: The main issue is you guys don’t like how it looks?
Mr. Casciani: Yes, it is the appearance of it

Jeremy Toombs: You personally just don’t like it?

Mr. Casciani: Yes

Jeremy Toombs: Everyone doesn’t like it?

Derek Meixell; I think it should stay white.

Mr. Casciani: As them and you are going to come back on the 15%. Ask them to modify the
front just with the name above it and leave the rest along.

Jeremy Toombs: So, what if they proposed a white panel will that be something that is accepted?

Derek Anderson: So, you starting saying what is the relationship between the 2 businesses? Is it
one company or 27

Jeremy Toombs: As I understand it, Kohls is a company that sells clothes and Sephora is a
company that sells perfume so I can see how they would be related.

Charlie Genese: I think the issue is whether it is one business or not correct. The purpose of
consistency that the Planning Board has been doing for years and you actually want to see if that
is one business or if it is going to be a second business that is going to be located within.

Josh Artuso: It is completely integrated within Kohls. It is just a product line that Kohls
partnered with Sephora and now they are rebranding all their locations, all around Monroe
County with the same signage.

Charlie Genese: Ok.

Jeremy Toombs: So, will the Victor Kohls and the Henrietta Kohls will they have the black strips
and everything else?
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Mr. Casciani: You could go to a shoe store and they advertise NIKE on their windows or they
have a sign on the windows with NIKE, what do you do with that, it is still the original shoe
store, do you know what I mean. Idon’t see that as any big issue.

Derek Meixell: I prefer to see the molding above or whatever you call that to stay white. The
fagade to stay white and not be black.

Jeremy Toombs: To put a sign there we would have to install some sort of panel to attach it to
because the building does not have blocking in that decorative area. If the panel was white,
would that be something that would be accepted ? That way the sign could physically attach to it
and be wired?

Mr. Casciani: What would be the difference if you just left everything the same...I don’t want to
get into the design

Jeremy Toombs: There is nothing structural there to mount the sign to.
Mr. Casciani: See this one is all white over here. If this stayed the same as the other entrance, the
western entrance, where both were the same and then just change the letters to black on the white

background.

Jeremy Toombs: As long as they could install a white panel there, then yes. That would be
perfectly fine to me.

Mr. Casciani: I don’t see that being an issue.

Jeremy Toombs: I just want to make sure we can physically put it there because as it is now, it
will not accept a sign.

Mr. Casciani: Well they have the picture. If you just give them this and we are just looking for a
modification of that.

Jeremy Toombs: So I will just have them do a drawing up showing a white panel, no zebra strips
and leave the columns white and the sign imposed and you want the banding on both entrances
so they will match even though one will have a sign and one will not? Is that correct?

Mr. Casciani: I don’t think that is a big issue is it?

Dave Malta: That is not necessary

Mr. Casciani: Alright

Jeremy Toombs: Sounds good.

Mr. Casciani: Thank you, see you in a couple of weeks.
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Dave Arena read the fifth application:

PROPOSED JIFFY LUBE: Located at 1161 & 1171, Ridge Road & 974 Jackson Road.
Applicant Bohler Engineering is requesting PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN REVIEW
(PUBLIC HEARING) associated with the construction of a 3,000 SF Jiffy Lube auto care
facility on a proposed .84-acre parcel consisting of the above referenced addresses having SBL
#'s 080.13-2-1, 080.13-2-2, 080.13-2-3.1, & 080.13-2-52 located in an MC Medium Intensity
Commercial District under Section 228-4 of the Code of the Town of Webster.

Appearing before the board was Caryn Mlodzianowski with Bohler Engineering and I am here
with John Mark from Guggenheim Services LLC this evening. It’s been awhile since we have
been in front of the board. We were first here in February to introduce this project. So, I will go
over a brief overview of the project and an update of where we have been since February. We are
here for the proposed redevelopment of the land at the south east corner of Ridge Road and
Jackson Road here in the town. We are also proposing a line adjustment to create a .84-acre lot
for the project and the remainder of the land would remain with the current owner which is the
rest of this parcel outline in white here. (showing on the plans)

We are proposing a 3000 +/- square foot Jiffy Lube MultiCare facility that would face
perpendicular to Ridge Road with the bays facing the side of Jackson Road. So, cars would enter
from the parking lot side and exit towards Jackson Road as you can see on the plan here. The
facility will have 4 bays and 12 parking spaces. We are proposing full access to Jackson Road
and a limited access to Ridge Road which would restrict left turns out due to the proximity to the
intersection and the lanes that are in the road there. The site is in the Medium Intensity
Commercial District. We went in front of the Zoning Board and obtained the necessary use
variance for the project for the proposed use as well as the 4 necessary area variances and all of
those were obtained. So, we have returned to the board and we have developed full engineer site
plan drawings which were submitted and that included everything from demolition which
involves the demolition of 4 structures closest to the intersection. Utilities all of which are
available today and we will plan to reuse or propose new connections as necessary.

Storm water design and landscaping as well, which included some street trees up a long the street
frontages as necessary. We also proposed building elevations and I apologize; my printer is not
the best but this is actually a niche high building and the color of that product is crimson so it
will be much more of a brick red then what has printed here. All four sides will have that
treatment as all four are fairly visible being up at the intersection when you have different
approaches from each road. We wanted to enhance the building on all 4 sides. It will be stone
and wanes coat along the base of the building and on all 4 sides as well. There will be a deep red
canopies on the bays and more of a brown canopies along the entrance ways and windows as
well. I can go through which side faces each street or we can get into that later, but we have them
available and submitted for review.

We did receive the PRC comments which were very minor and technical in nature and [ see no
problems addressing those and 1 believe the last piece is we are waiting on the county review
which came in today and I understand that we might have to wait for that and go with just a
regular preliminary this evening, if possible. So, we are here to answer any questions or
comments as well. Thank you.
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Mr. Casciani: Well the only, well one of them for PRC we were showing the island in the center
in the exit. Is putting more of a flare in those things because we have some and they mean
noting people still make the turn in.

Caryn Mlodzianowski: We will make sure that is in there and we did make a modification to it so
and we might not have the most recently plans or it wasn’t clear, but we will make sure
INAUDIBLE (both parties talking at the same time)

Mr. Casciani: That has to be INAUDIBLE. If you look at Wegmans on Empire Blvd. theirs is
quite wide and we have some that are much narrower, and people are constantly going in and out
of them, so it is more of a deterrent that is all. You seen the PRC comments, right ?

Caryn Mlodzianowski: Correct.

Mr. Casciani: Permits for the house, ok. As far as the project, I think you have done a good job
with that you have that down. Drainage, that has all been resolved. Does anyone have anything
else?

Mark Giardina: There is an email Tony that was sent regarding this project .
Mr. Casciani: Yes, [ will have Josh read that in. It’s all Engineering detail really.

Dave Arena: I mentioned it before, the concern is going out onto Jackson Road trying to go cut
across there that is a 179 feet approximately where that thing is to be able to cross out because I
go down that road all the time. 1 live down that road and to turn left and cross traffic there, it
piles up and no doubt about it but just a point of maybe ingress and regress out going north but
that was my thing.

Mr. Casciani: I lost you Dave. They have in and out there
Dave Arena: Yes, but because it is not INAUDIBLE
Mr. Casciani: So, you are going south on Jackson you say?

Dave Arena: So yes, if someone wants to cross over the road and go south, they have to cross
through the traffic that is backed up there or go across just like they have on Ridge Road though.
They have an ingress and regress that is controlled so if you controlled it when you are going out
of the Jackson Road you would want that to go towards the north so your directing traffic going
out of Jackson Road to the north and now you can’t cut across Jackson and turn left and go
south.

M. Casciani: I think that is kind of tuff to do though, isn’t it. Your restricting it. If somebody is
going down Jackson Road and they can’t turn, south if they are in the parking lot waiting to get
out at least there isn’t a line of traffic going out so it would be one car at a time once in a blue
moon so it is not heavy traffic going out you know.
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Dave Arena: It looks like there wouldn’t be enough room, like you said Tony to put in a bigger
turn in that direction (both parties talking at the same time)

Mr. Casciani: Because now if you steered them north how do they get up to Jackson Road. No, |
don’t really think you can change that . There was talk and [ remember at PRC regarding being
west bound on Ridge Road. There is a center lane there on Ridge Road going to Jackson Road if
you are going west so you can turn left onto Jackson Road so if in that lane, they can make a left
turn to go into Jiffy Lube.

Caryn Mlodzianowski: They can take a left turn onto Jackson and a left into Jiffy Lube.

Mr. Casciani: Oh no, forget Jackson Road. You are west on Ridge Road coming from the
Village of Webster, you are going west and coming up to Jackson Road ok and then there is a
center turning lane there for Jackson Road and I am going to guess that is big enough to make a
left turn into Jiffy Lube.

Caryn Mlodzianowski: That is correct.

Mr. Casciani: So that arrow you got coming in does allow for west bound traffic and you are
showing that arrow in the road there.

Derek Anderson: I thought that entrance was there so you could only do right turn into the
parking lot and right turn going out

Caryn Mlodzianowski: So, turning into the site from Ridge is a full movement and you can turn a
right or a left

Mr. Casciani: Going in?

Caryn Mlodzianowski: Yes, but the left out onto Ridge is what is restricted so that you can’t
.(not at the mic) So that left hand land already had arrows and they were picked up on our survey
and the worst thing that would happen is they would have to wait to turn left from that center
land to get into that site.

M. Casciani: Personally, I think that is laid out ok. We did discuss this at the PRC meeting and
Highway Department, and everyone was pretty much online with that. So left turn going
westbound going in and coming out onto Ridge Road , it’s only right turn going out and Jackson
Road is in and out ok. Yes, it shows the turning lane right there so that turning lane is quite long
too to make a left-hand turn onto Jackson Road so that gives people getting into that lane not
blocking Ridge Road but still giving an opportunity to go in there. Again, this is a public hearing.
[ guess there is no one here for that. We will close the public hearing and bring it back to the
board. There is a letter. Josh, can you read that letter into the record.

Josh Artuso: (letter from Dorothy Tait of 742 Hightower Way) SEE ATTACHED
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Mr. Casciani: Those trucks would just be standard for recycling. [ mean they are not tractor
trailers or anything.

Caryn Mlodzianowski: Nothing larger than a box truck and as far as this is an extremely low
volume of traffic so the odds of 2 cars even waiting to turn in.

Mr. Casciani: That is basically went along with the approval for this because of the low volume
of traffic in that area. Ok, we have her letter into the record, so we are good. Derek, want todo a
SEQR on this? You ok with this?

Derek Anderson: Yes, I just have a few questions. I noticed on the PRC comments on 2 locations
under the Sewer Department is says need to complete the chemical survey and it is also one of
the action items, complete the chemical survey. What type of chemical do they anticipate to use
at the facility? The oil and they what else?

Caryn Mlodzianowski: Yes, just typical oil changes is the majority of it so waste oil which is
picked up by a preferred vendor . We can supply a full list if you would like but that is a major
one.

Derek Anderson: So, waste oil and the raw oil itself . Do they use solvents at all, for cleaning?
John Mark from Guggenheim Services LLC: Relative to the chemicals or things that will be used
on site . The oil is stored in bulk in steel tanks in the basement of the facility. We essentially
create a concrete vault the secondary containment in the basement and that is also where the
mechanics work under the vehicles and then there is a waste oil, it’s a closed system and that is
retrieved from the site on the regular interval and the trucks on site are no bigger then a home oil
heating truck and then obviously a garbage truck and that is probably the large vehicles on site
but nothing by way of heavy solvents or anything like that. It is really just the oil and lubricants
relative to the vehicles service and again, all stored in the basement what essentially amounts to
an enclosed concrete vault. No penetrations for secondary containment.

Derek Anderson: Being in the basement the secondary containment, is that portion of the facility
subject to the spill prevention plans.

John Mark: Right so we have to file a bulk storage permit application as well that I believe is
reviewed by DEC who approves it.

Derek Anderson: Will that be for both, the raw and waste oil?

John Mark: I believe it is both, yes sir and if the board would like, I can provide a more detailed
John Kosel: You guys change transmission fluid or brake fluid or anything like that?

John Mark: I believe we do some of that stuff, the flushing of the vehicles but again, I can
provide you... I don’t want to speak out of term because I do have all the literature that I can

provide. I believe some of that is done or some vehicles, but that vast majority of our business is
oil change.
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Mr. Casciani: The Sewer Department got all this at the PRC meeting, and this is something they
go after whole heartly. They make sure INAUDIBLE it is a complete process for them.

John Mark: INAUDIBLE
Derek Anderson: The separators are on the floor drains

John Mark: There is an oil water separator in the floor drains as well immediately outside of the
building there is another oil water separator tank which you can see actually (showing on the
plans) just outside the garage bay and a monitoring pit as well.

Derek Anderson: And they discharge to the sewer system?

John Mark: Yes

Derek Anderson: For this facility, do you have to do anything for compliance with DEC with the
parking lot itself for incidentals spills that may occur in the parking area with the catch basins or
anything like that?

John Mark: Historically we haven’t because again, everything is sort of happening within that
box in the basement and there is nothing on the first floor by way of any of those oils or
anything like that it is all contained within that basement area. So, historically, the sites that we
have done here we have not had any issues.

Derek Anderson: It has been awhile since I have been to one of these things. Are they subject to
air permits at all? [ don’t know if you have the vehicles turned off in the inside.

John Mark: Not that | am aware of.

Derek Anderson: Kind of along the lines of traffic, like we were talking about before the low
volume of traffic and the perception that this business itself doesn’t have lines and lines of

people to go through. Do you have a sense on the typical wait time for a vehicle coming in and
out.

John Mark: So, wait times typically somebody would be in the facility for an oil change and
obviously oil changes move pretty quickly. So, the way the business works is the first two bays
are really the oil change bays and that is a fairly high turnover and I am sure you all beento a
quick lube those are you know 15-20 minutes you are in and out and then the other bays might
be deemed for what might be a longer service. Obviously, Jiffy Lube is trying to up sale
additional services. We are talking 35-40 cars a day is a good performing store. So that is kind of
a cadence of a day and typical business hours. Sort of that 9-5 +/-.

Derek Anderson: So typically, with kind of the flow of the business itself , you may have a
couple cars waiting to pull out.
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John Mark: We designed, and Jiffy Lube asked us to design for a double car stack up behind
each garage bay so in theory you could have a car in each bay and 2 cars behind it and still room
to circle around the site. Frankly, they would probably kill to have that many cars (laughter)

Mr. Casciani: I don’t know if we brought this up, your exterior lighting.

Caryn Mlodzianowski: (not using the mic) Because of the house of the facility we actually don’t
require any light poles INAUDIBLE so anything would be handled on the building itself.

Mir. Casciani: Ok so any lights on the building are down lit?

John Mark: Correct. LED and down lit. At night it is really just emergency and safety lighting.
Again, we don’t propose large pole lighting because we generally are not open during nighttime
hours.

M. Casciani: And your... some of the places you guys aren’t doing tires there but where tires are
sold, they end up with piles and piles of tires and trash . No outside storage, right?

John Mark: That is correct.

Mr. Casciani: No outside storage.

John Mark: That is correct, understood.

Mr. Casciani: No outside storage. (laughter)

John Mark: That is correct and understood (laughter)

Derek Anderson: Is there a dumpster on site?

Mr. Casciani: They should an enclosure there and you are enclosing the dumpster?

John Mark: Correct. Are standard spec is a usually a split block but we can make it to be a brick
facade to match the building, if that works better.

Mr. Casciani: That would be really pretty.
Derek Anderson: Typically, do you have cardboard boxes or whatever for the products and
supply, what happens to the waste of oil filters, do they go in there to or does that go somewhere

else?

John Mark: That is a good question and I don’t have an answer to. (laughter) I am really not sure
of how specifically they dispose of the oil fiiters.

Derek Anderson: Well, they are not dumping in the dumpsters

John Mark: That I could tell you for sure that they are not doing that
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Derek Anderson: The process is within the building
John Mark: Yes
Mr. Casciani: Ok, we covered it pretty much. Does anyone have anything else?

Josh Artuso: [ just have one question, the signage that is shown in the elevation drawings do you
anticipate getting approval as part of site plan for those or will that be a follow-on application?

John Mark: [ would love to get the approval for this, but I think we understand given the
regulations for this signage it is probably a little robust.

Josh Artuso: We can deal with it at final . If you want it as part of the site plan approval, which
we would prefer, I would just need dimensions of what the proposed signage is just to analyze to
make sure it complies with the code and if it doesn’t then you may need variances.

John Mark: We will come back with the compliant amount of signage so that you can approve it
and then I will advise the client, Jiffy Lube, if you want to go for variances after the fact for
additional signage, knock yourself out but here is what you are aloud and here is what we can get
you today.

Mr. Casciani: One other thing too, I have a whole bunch of table clothes at home can you just
make this into an i1 x 17 (laughter)

John Mark: We thought you want to see that brick really big. (laughter)

Derek Anderson:

The Town of Webster Planning Board considered the request by Applicant Bohler Engineering
to subdivide four parcels located at 1161 and 1171 Ridge Road, and 974 Jackson Road, and
having SBL numbers 080.12-2-1, 080.13-2-2, 080.13-2-3.1, and 080.13-2-52, into two parcels;
the removal of two existing buildings; and for the construction of a 3,000 square foot Jiffy Lube
auto care facility on a newly formed 0.84 parcel with full access to Jackson Road, and right-in,
left-in, and right-out access to Ridge Road. The project also includes associated parking,
landscaping, lighting, and storm water management.

TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD RESOLUTION
JIFFY LUBE - 1161-1171 RIDGE ROAD & 974 JACKSON ROAD
SBL#s 080.12-2-1, 080.13-2-2, 080.13-2-3.1, and 080.13-2-52
MOTION FOR UNLISTED ACTION
06/01/2021

The Planning Board determines that the proposed action is an Unlisied Action based on the
following:
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1. The Action required a change in use variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals to allow M
an auto related use in an MC District, which excludes the proposed action as a Type If
action as defined by Section 617.5(c)(9) for non-residential structures. L

The Planning Board determined that the action is subject to a single agency review pursuant to
Part 617.6(b)(4) of SEQR and that it is the most appropriate agency for making the determination
of significance. The Planning Board therefore designates itself lead agency for the proposed
action.

The Planning Board has given consideration to the criteria for determining significance as set

forth in Section 617.7(c)(1) of SEQR, and has
1. considered the information contained in the Short Environmental Assessment Form Part

| dated January 28, 2021,
2. considered public comments directed to the Planning Board during the concept review

meeting on February 2, 2021,
3. considered public comments directed to the Planning Board during the Public Hearing on

June 1, 2021, and
4. completed Part 2 of the Environmental Assessment Form.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING
BOARD hereby determines that the proposed action will not have a significant adverse effect on
the environment for the reasons set forth in the attached Notice of Determination of Non-
Significance; be it further,

RESOLVED that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD is authorized to take all —

actions reasonable and necessary to file the Negative Declaration and discharge the TOWN OF
WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD’S responsibility as lead agency for this action, be it further,

RESOLVED that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD, based on the information
and analysis above, the referenced supporting documentation, and discussions of the action by
the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD as documented by the Minutes for this
meeting, that the proposed action WILL NOT result in any significant environmental impacts, be

it further,

RESOLVED that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD, therefore makes a
DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE, be it further,

RESOLVED, that the TOWN OF WEBSTER PLANNING BOARD, based on the above reasons
issues a NEGATIVE DECLARATION as evidence of its determination.

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE
The Planning Board has reasonably concluded the following results for the proposed action,

when compared against the criteria in Section 617.7(c): —
1. The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in air quality since it does

not include a regulated emission source. LJ
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10.

1.

12.

13

14.

16.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in ground or surface
water quality or quantity since it incorporates water quality control measures for runoff.
The proposed action will not have a substantial impact on the public water supply since it
includes restrooms with anticipated water use similar to a single-family home and will be
connected to the public water supply.

The proposed action will not have a substantial impact on the public sewer system since
includes restrooms with anticipated water use similar to a single-family home and will be
connected to the public sewer system. Floor drains will connect to an oil-water separator
prior to connecting to the sewerage system to protect the system from incidental and
accidental spills within the facility.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in potential for erosion,
flooding, leaching or drainage problems. Construction practices will conform to accepted
storm water management and controls.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in existing solid waste
production that is not considered typical for an 0il change facility.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change in existing noise, odor or
light since the structures are consistent with the character of the surrounding area and
lighting is directed to the interior of the site, between buildings. A temporary increase in
noise levels consistent with normal construction activities is anticipated during
construction.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse change, or cumulative change in
traffic since the proposed action is for an oil change facility the will not attract high
volumes of traffic and by design and the time to complete an oil change, limits the traffic
flow through the site.

The proposed action will not have a substantial adverse impact on the criteria listed under
Section 617.7(c)(1)(ii) of SEQR because no habitats or threatened or endanger species
were identified on or contiguous to the proposed site.

The proposed action is not located in an area designated as a Critical Environmental Area
by the Town of Webster or New York State pursuant to subdivision 617.14(g) of SEQR.
The proposed action is not in material conflict with the Town of Webster 2008
Comprehensive Plan.

The proposed action will not create an impairment of the criteria listed under Section
617.7(c)(1){v) of SEQR since the action is not located in or adjacent to the listed
resources and is in character with the surrounding community.

. The action will not result in a major change in the type or use of energy since the action

is for an oil change facility that uses small amounts of energy.

The action will not create a hazard to human health since it does not contain nor is it
located adjacent to existing sources of hazardous substances or contaminants. The
project produces waste oil and cleaners that are proposed to be controlled in accordance
with State regulations.

. The action will not create a substantial change in use of the land since the action is

consistent with zoning for the land, the existing community character, and the Town of
Webster 2008 Comprehensive Plan.

The action will not attract a large number of people for more than a few days when
compared to taking no action since the action does not create areas that will attract a large
number of people.
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